



met Yurii Lawrynenko in the mid-fifties, when 
he was the New York co-editor of the polished, 
modernist literary periodical Ukrains'ka
literaturna hazeta (The Ukrainian Literary Gazette), 
published in Munich. He accepted my early poems, 
asked for reviews and articles, and also rigorously 
edited my first collection of poetry.1 Sharp-featured, 
slim, not tall, lively and almost always smiling, 
Lawrynenko made it his mission to mobilize young 
writers in the Western diaspora for his publication. 
With his charismatic charm, he lured them out of 
their basement rooms and immediately made friends 
with them, inviting them to his home—a tiny flat he 
shared with his wife, son and daughter—for a bite to 
eat, a glass of wine and unforgettable tales of literary 
life in Kharkiv in the twenties and early thirties.
Lawrynenko was very much a part of the 
busy Ukrainian East Village scene of the fifties, 
sixties and seventies. He founded, together with 
Hryhorii Kostiuk and others, Slovo (The Word), the 
organization of Ukrainian writers in exile, which 
in its heyday numbered over 350 members, and 
participated in the activities of UVAN (Ukrainian 
Free Academy of Sciences) and the Ukrainian 
Literary and Artists' Club. For a time he and 
some colleagues had jobs as janitors in a New 
York hospital, but he soon became the literary 
correspondent of the Ukrainian desk at Radio 
Liberty, and turned a number of his scripts into 
published literary articles and reviews. He seemed 
very well adjusted to life in his new homeland.
And yet, he remained a Displaced Person until 
the end—more so than many of his colleagues. 
Moreover, it was not the first time in his life that 
he felt alienated from his environment. He was 
born May 3, 1905, on a farm near Kyiv. At the age of 
twenty, faithful to his roots in the Ukrainian soil, he 
graduated from a horticultural institute in Uman. 
But a different way of life beckoned. At the institute 
he had begun to write poems and founded a young 
people's literary club. A year later he joined the 
celebrated writers' organization Pluh (The Plow),2
1. Kaminnyi sad (New York: Slovo, 1956).
2. This “peasant-writers' union” was established at the
moved to Kharkiv, then the capital, and enrolled in 
the faculty of literary studies at Kharkiv University, 
studying under one of his idols, renowned professor 
Oleksandr Bilets'ky. In three years, however, he 
was expelled for delivering a politically incorrect 
seminar paper. He then launched upon his life 
long career as literary critic, publishing three short 
books on the poets Pavlo Tychyna, Vasyl' Chumak 
and Vasyl' Ellan-Blakytnyi and a score of reviews.3 
In 1933 he joined the staff of the politically very 
correct newspaper Visti VUCVK (News of the All 
Ukrainian Central Executive Committee) as a 
theater critic, but was soon dismissed for refusing 
to publicly denounce some suspect actors in the 
Berezil' Theater of Les' Kurbas. He was immediately 
arrested and held for three months; a year later, 
in 1934, a more serious punishment followed. He 
was sentenced to five years of exile to a nickel 
mine near the Arctic city of Norilsk (you can read 
about that GULAG in Martin Amis's recent novel A 
House of Meetings). After three years he was moved 
to the Kabardino-Balkarian capital Nalchik in the 
Caucasus. During the war he stole across the front 
line to Kyiv, then moved westward to Lviv, wound 
up in the Austrian town of Dornbirn, and in 1947 
was assigned to a large Displaced Persons' camp 
near Mittenwald in Germany. He resumed his 
literary criticism and theater reviewing, under his 
own name and two pseudonyms (Iurii Dyvnych 
and Iurii Haidar), took over the editorship of the 
weekly newspaper Ukrains'ki visti (Ukrainian 
News), after its founder Ivan Bahrianyi fell ill, 
joined the DP writers' organization MUR (the 
Artistic Ukrainian Movement). In 1950 he settled in 
New York, where he died, almost forty years later, 
after a prolonged illness, on December 14, 1987.
I would quickly run out of my allotted space if I 
were to attempt a t horough review of Lawrynenko's
instructions of the Ukrainian Communist Party by Serhii 
Pylypenko in 1922. Eventually Pylypenko became Mykola 
Khvyl'ovyi's most vociferous adversary.
3. Blakytnyi-Ellan (Kharkiv: Ukrains'kyi robitnyk, 1929); 
Vasyl’ Chumak: Biohrafi chno-krytychnyi narys (Kharkiv: 
Ukrains'kyi robitnyk, 1930); Tvorchist’ Pavla Tychyny. 
(Kharkiv: Ukrains'kyi robitnyk, 1930).
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bibliography. He wrote the three short books 
mentioned and scores of articles and reviews as 
a working journalist in Kharkiv. In Austria and 
Germany, he wrote over seventy articles on literature, 
the theater and politics, and co-authored a book on 
the actor Iosyp Hirniak.4 In New York he published 
nine books and over 200 articles. The central books 
of his American period are a magisterial anthology 
that has become indispensable, a collection of literary 
articles and a collection of memoirs and essays.5 
His two New-York studies on Tychyna are also 
valuable.6 It is in the United States, as a Displaced 
Person, that Lawrynenko matured as an intellectual.
The central text in Chorna purha (Black Blizzard) 
is a memoir of the author's exile in Norilsk. The 
very geography of the place symbolizes ultimate 
alienation. “No, this is not our earth. This is the 
landscape of some other planet... An eternally 
frozen emptiness” (Purha, 19). Lawrynenko
develops this image in a powerful description of 
an ice storm with its lethal gales that isolate the 
helpless individual from the world and finally from 
himself. This is an example of the situation of the 
limit—Lawrynenko's central concept, borrowed 
from Karl Jaspers' theory of Grenzsituationan— 
existential boundary that cannot be transgressed.7 
It is such situations, as Nietzsche had taught earlier, 
that force us to face their full significance and thus 
force us to transcend ourselves. It is they that give 
birth to the will to power. Briefly put, the situation 
of the limit gives birth to the heroic. Lawrynenko 
describes two young prisoners, simple village boys, 
whose primitive life force drives them to attempt 
hopeless escapes, which they nevertheless repeat. He 
opposes the two heroes to himself—a weak, passive,
4. V maskakh epokhy, co-authored with V. Khmury and E. 
Blakytny (Neu-Ulm: Ukraina, 1949).
5. Rozstriliane vidrodzhennia: Antolohiia 1917-1933. Poeziia
- proza - drama - esei (Paris: Instytut literacki, 1959); Zrub 
i parosty: Literaturno-krytychni statti, esei, refleksi'i (Munich: 
Suchasnist', 1971). Further references to this source will be 
provided in the body of the text, designated by the word Zrub; 
Chorna purha ta inshi spomyny (Munich: Suchasnist', 1985). 
Further references to this source will be provided in the body 
of the text, designated by the word Purha.
6. Na shliakhakh syntezy kliarnetyzmu (Winnipeg: UVAN, 
1977). Reprint from Suchasnist', 7-8, 1977; Pavlo Tychyna
i ioho poema “Skovoroda” na tli epokhy: Spohady i sposter- 
ezhennia (Munich: Suchasnist', 1980). Reprint from Suchas- 
nist', 1, 3, 5, 1980.
7. In his celebrated article “Literatura mezhovoi sytuatsii,”
Lawrynenko claims that Jaspers' influence on it was minimal
(Zrub, 13).
contemplative intellectual. He begins to search for 
the heroic in himself, to wish to become like the 
boys. “All my efforts were directed toward dying 
correctly, without a trace of silly panic or the stench of 
cowardice” (Purha, 18). He dreams of dying in a vast, 
crowded square in Kharkiv, so that people would 
know not only why but how he died (Purha, 47). 
We see here the main source of all of Lawrynenko's 
ideas—indeed, not so much essential Nietzsche 
or Jaspers as high romanticism, rehearsed in the 
twentieth century by writers such as Andre Malraux.
Neither the Alpine landscapes of Austria or 
Mittenwald, nor even the tenements of New York, 
mollified as they were by the warm environment 
of the Ukrainian East Village, were capable of ever 
producing the ultimate alienation of a Norilsk ice 
storm. And yet, unlike his colleagues Ulas Samchuk 
or Iurii Kosach, Lawrynenko did not believe that 
the exodus of Ukrainians to the West was a blessing. 
He had nothing good to say about the DPs in their 
camps and later in the United Sates, deploring their 
abandonment of the ideals of the great epochs of 
Ukrainian history (Zrub, 177). He lamented the exiled 
writers' refusal to organize (somehow overlooking 
the rather impressive organizations of MUR and 
later Slovo, both of which he himself helped to 
found), and to think in unison (odnodumstvo) (Zrub, 
178-179 et passim). One wonders where he could 
find writers who thought in unison, except in 
totalitarian regimes, or in Kharkiv of the twenties 
and early thirties, as he re-imagined it.8 About the 
Western culture immediately surrounding him, 
he wrote: “In our time pessimism, skepticism and 
even cynicism are in high fashion. Hence, from that 
perspective, I myself, with my inborn enthusiasm 
and pathos, am thoroughly unfashionable” (Zrub, 
6). He often (sometimes too often) drops names 
still very fashionable in the sixties—the surrealists, 
Camus, Sartre, Toynbee, Eliot, Frost—but they 
have either a decorative or a derogatory intent. 
Lawrynenko never doubted that Ukraine should 
rejoin Western culture. But in his view Western 
Europe is the Renaissance, the Baroque, and 
particularly Romanticism, as seen in elevated, 
almost mythical and very generalized outlines by 
the Kharkiv and Kyiv twenties, and thus, indirectly, 
by the Russian Westernizers of the nineteenth 
century.9 So an interesting transformation of
8. I will henceforth refer to that time and place simply as “the 
twenties.”
9. Incidentally, an interesting but ultimately flawed study of 
Khvyl'ovyi and the mysticism of the Russian Symbolists was 
published recently. Leonid Pliushch, Ioho taiemnytsia abo 
“Prekrasna l'ozha” Khvyl'ovoho (Kyiv-Edmonton: Fakt, 
KIUS, 2006).
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Yurii Lawrynenko and Leonid Lyman, New York Public Library, May 1956.
vision occurs: while Lawrynenko sees the present 
world and himself in it through the filter of the 
temporally and spatially displaced twenties, he 
elevates the twenties, together with their vision 
of the West and himself in it, into the realm of the 
mythical. He does this with the help of memory, 
heavily valorized by fantasy and dream.10 Exile 
creates his homeland out of poetic language alone.
The first step in this oneiric construction 
is reduction. Although Lawrynenko includes 
many (although by no means all) participants 
of the twenties in his anthology, he features and 
highlights members of the VAPLITE group and the 
Neokliasyky, while obscuring and often denigrating 
their opponents.11 As a young man, reared on 
Lawrynenko, Shevel'ov, Kostiuk and other so- 
called Khvyl'ovists in the diaspora, I held writers 
such as Geo Shkurupii and especially Mykhail' 
Semenko in low esteem, until I took the trouble 
of researching them myself, and saw that quite a
10. On the “valorization” of memory by the imagination, see: 
Gaston Bachelard, The Poetics of Reverie: Childhood, Lan-
guage and the Cosmos, trans. Daniel Russell (Boston: Beacon 
Press, 1971), 108-109, 117, 124, et passim.
11. VAPLITE (Vil'na Akademiia Proletars'koi Literatury) 
was formed in 1925 as a reaction to the Party's insistence 
on literature for the masses. Its spiritual leader was Mykola 
Khvyl'ovyi, and its members were Iurii Ianovs'ky, Mykola 
Bazhan, Maik Iohansen and other stellar writers of the time; 
Neokliasyky (The Neoclassicists) was a group of five intellec-
tual poets - Mykola Zerov, Maksym Ryl's'ky, Pavlo Fyly- 
povych, Mykhailo Drai-Khmara and Iurii Klen.
few were extremely interesting indeed. Younger 
Western scholars later confirmed my high opinion 
of them.12 The second step is the implication that 
the chosen ones all thought alike (were odnodumtsi). 
And the final step is to elevate them to the level 
of superhuman mythical heroes, not unlike the 
two young men in the Arctic Circle. This Valhalla 
becomes hermetically sealed off not only from our 
time but from its own environment. This is detailed 
in the anthology, and very expressively synthesized 
in two significant articles: “Literatura mezhovo'i 
sytuatsi'i" (Literature of a Borderline S ituation, Zrub, 
13-32), and “Literatura vitaiizmu" (Literature of 
Vitalism).13 Lawrynenko's distancing of a historical 
period by ritualization is illustrated by the image 
of Tychyna at the catafalque of Khvyl'ovyi: “He 
stood at the feet of the deceased in an absolutely 
immobile, almost petrified, pose, as if in prayer. 
He did not move a muscle when I entered the 
room" [Purha, 138]. This picture of Lawrynenko's 
two central heroes is immediately reminiscent 
of a knight's farewell to his slain comrade.
Mykola Khvyl'ovyi is pivotal in Lawrynenko's 
imagined home. Attempting to project Khvyl'ovyi's 
thought on the politics, economics, historiography, 
philosophy, theater and the pictorial arts of his
12. See especially: Oleh S. Ilnytzkyj, Ukrainian Futurism, 
1914-1930: A Historical and Critical Study (Cambridge, 
Mass.: Ukrainian Research Institute, 1997).
13. Rozstriliane vidrodzhennia, 931-967; reprinted, in abbre-
viated form, in Purha, 155-163.
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Left to right: Ivan Koshelivets’, Emma Andiievs’ka, Mariia Lawrynenko, Yurii Lawrynenko, Volody- 
myr Petryshyn. New York, New Year’s Eve, 1959.
time, Lawrynenko poeticizes or aestheticizes these 
influences. This is especially true of Khvyl'ovyi's 
very complicated political ideas, which Lawrynenko 
elevates to the level of eschatological millenarianism, 
thereby oversimplifying and distorting them. 
Even his discussions of Khvyl'ovyi's fiction are, 
to my mind, sometimes too simplified, forced to 
fit the critic's mold of Khvyl'ovyi as superman. 
At one point Lawrynenko chides the poet Teodosii 
Os'machka for equating Taras Shevchenko with 
Christ, accusing him of thus promoting the cult 
of Shevchenko (Purha, 90). And yet he keeps 
repeating that by committing suicide, Khvyl'ovyi 
defeated death by death (a subtitle to one article 
reads smertiiu smert', using the Church Slavonic 
declension form [Zrub, 23]). Even more dramatically, 
Lawrynenko writes elsewhere that the writer's 
suicide split world history into two parts—before 
and after Khvyl'ovy (Purha, 137). I have no doubt 
that Lawrynenko not only wanted, like Thomas a 
Kempis, to imitate Khvyl'ovyi, but that (perhaps 
unconsciously) he wanted to be Khvyl'ovyi. 
Using Rene Girard's term, Khvyl'ovyi became for 
Lawrynenko a mediator, opening for him the gate 
to the chiliastic utopia of his imagined homeland.14
But because this homeland is constructed out 
of language, and Khvyl'ovyi is now a text, there
14. See: Rene Girard, Deceit, Desire and the Novel: Self and 
Other in Literary Structure, trans. Yvonne Freccero (Balti-
more: The Johns Hopkins Press, 1966), 9, et passim.
is nothing left for Lawrynenko but to imitate 
Khvyl'ovyi's style. This needs to be put more 
precisely. Some prose writers of the twenties— 
Kosynka, Ianovs'kyi in Chotyry shabli (Four Sabers), 
Kulish, Liubchenko, and Dniprovs'kyi—developed 
a stylistic aura of an elevated, declamatory, highly 
lyrical rhetoric, the center of which was Khvyl'ovyi's 
style. Incidentally, writers such as Domontovych, 
Iohansen, and Pidmohyl'nyi quite evidently 
opposed it. Lawrynenko not only caught that high 
song, but even gave it a name-the Neobaroque, and 
planned a fundamental study of it as a style (Zrub, 
9 et passim). It is in this aura that Lawrynenko's 
own style vigorously participates. And herein lies 
his most important value for us: it is through his 
style that he resurrects for us the atmosphere of 
the twenties. He brings us, as Khvyl'ovyi himself 
frequently put it, the flavor of their word.15
As we have seen, it is in the zone of 
situations of the limit that the cycle of death and 
resurrection occurs, driven by what Khvyl'ovyi 
called vitaizm—the life force—and by the energy 
of self-transcendence.16 The revolving pair of 
Eros and Thanatos is evident in the very titles of 
Lawrynenko's central books—the renaissance, 
executed by a firing squad to be resurrected again, 
and stumps that sprout new buds. Khvyl'ovyi,
15. See, for example, Khvyl'ovyi's “Arabesky’ in his Tvory v 
p’iatiokh tomakh (New York: Slovo, 1978), I, 397.
16. See “Literatura vitaizmu.”
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Ievhen Pluzhnyk, Oleksa Vlyz'ko, Mykola Zerov, 
Mykola Kulish and many other martyred and 
murdered writers are described in essays devoted 
to them as supermen who transcend their finitude.
But Lawrynenko has more problems with those 
heroes who survived the purges or were not purged 
at all. I have mentioned one such central hero—the 
great poet Pavlo Tychyna. The apotheosis of Tychyna 
was begun by Vasyl' Barka in his book Khliborobs'kyi 
Orfei abo kliarnetyzm (The Farmer Orpheus or 
Clarinetism),17 in whose very title an agricultural 
image is combined not only with a highly complex 
mythological figure, but also with a very modern 
instrument, which, moreover, is made to serve as an 
abstract concept by the suffix “-ism” (clarinetism). 
Doubtless, the various connotations of the word 
“clarinet” were realized by the poet himself (in Kyiv, 
in 1918), when he gave his earliest and perhaps best 
collection the title Soniachni klarnety (Clarinets of 
the Sun).18 Lawrynenko uses Barka's improvised 
term “kliarnetyzm” to construct an almost mystical 
definition of the spirit of Ukraine, which in 
Tychyna's texts enters into a synthesis with the best 
in Western European culture, and which contains 
and transcends Khvyl'ovyi's vitalism. (Tetiana 
Shestopalova has aptly analyzed this question.19) 
Lawrynenko supports his thesis with other 
improvised terms borrowed from the poet's imagery, 
such as “svitlorytm” (light-rhythm), somewhat 
irresponsibly suggesting that by this poetic device 
Tychyna precedes and supersedes the theories 
of Plank and Einstein (Purha, 147-148). Tychyna's 
dramatic betrayal of his genius and slippage into 
propagandistic doggerel, which has been variously 
interpreted by a number of scholars,20 Lawrynenko 
rather unclearly construes as the knight's mighty 
shield in his duel with evil (Zrub, 19-23 et passim). 
While the heroism of Tychyna, and especially
Ryl's'kyi and Sosiura, both of whom were hounded 
by the authorities, can at least be argued if not proved, 
the inclusion of one individual in Lawrynenko's 
Valhalla borders on bad faith. I have in mind the 
celebrated literary scholar Oleksandr Bilets'kyi.21 
Although this native Russian, born in Kazan, was
17. Vasyl' Barka: Khliborobs'kyi Orfei abo kliarnetyzm (Mu-
nich: "Suchasnist'. 1961).
18. Pavlo Tychyna, Soniachni klarnety (Kyiv: Siaivo, 1918).
19. See: Tetiana Shestopalova, Mifolohemy poezii Pavla Ty- 
chyny: Sproba interpretatsii (Luhans'k: Alma Mater, 2003).
20. See, for example, Hryhorii Hrabovych, Do istorii 
ukrains'koi literatury: Doslidzhennia, esei, polemika (Kyiv: 
Krytyka, 2003), 331-355.
21. He published two articles on Bilets'kyi [Zrub, 142-149,
Purha, 59-86], and frequently mentioned him in other texts.
Material from the former article is repeated in the latter.
deeply devoted to Ukrainian culture, throughout the 
Soviet period of his career he was careful not to step 
on the toes of the powers-that-be. And although he 
is not known to have denounced anybody (and he 
had some very politically problematic students and 
colleagues at Kharkiv University), he turned his wit 
against anything that was out of line, as for instance 
some emigre literary projects.22 But Bilets'kyi was 
Lawrynenko's unforgettable teacher. By repeatedly 
suggesting parallels between Bilets'kyi and 
Khvyl'ovyi, the critic implies that while the former 
was his mediator into the worlds of the artistic 
and the heroic, the latter was his mediator into the 
world of serious academic scholarship, for which 
he longed, but which he was never able to enter.
Lawrynenko has surprisingly little to say about 
Ukrainian literature before the twenties. He does 
discuss writers contemporaneous with the twenties 
but outside the “Pantheon”—emigres who escaped 
from Ukraine during or after the revolution and 
settled in the Czechoslovakia or in Poland.23 He also 
writes about a few younger diasporan writers, who 
were shaped during the Second World War, among 
them Oleksa Veretenchenko and Leonid Lyman, 
both originally from Kharkiv.24 Two things become 
immediately apparent in these articles. The first is 
that they are by far not as enthusiastic as his central 
texts on the twenties-the “flavor of the word” is 
evidently missing. And second, whenever at all 
possible, Lawrynenko connects his subjects with the 
twenties. Of the great emigre poet Evhen Malaniuk 
he writes: “The future historian of literature will not 
find it difficult to discover the psychological and 
stylistic links that unite in a single circle Malaniuk, 
Ianovs'kyi, Ryl's'kyi and Ellan” (Zrub, 161-162). 
He also puts Malaniuk's essays next to those of 
Khvyl'ovyi (Zrub, 163, 164). The title of the essay 
on another emigre poet in Prague reads: “Olena 
Teliha, Ahlaia of Ukrainian Poetry and Reality” 
(Zrub, 172). Ahlaia is the heroine of Khvyl'ovyi's 
novel Val'dshnepy (The Woodcocks). And writing 
about Leonid Lyman, the critic wonders how 
“the blossom of his poetry could bloom on the 
ashes of the Executed Renaissance” (Zrub, 198).
We see that Lawrynenko viewed all Ukrainian 
literature through the filter of the twenties. Why 
then did he greet so enthusiastically the arrival of
22. See, for example, his nasty and untrue implication about 
the funding of the Ukrainian Free Academy of Science in 
New York and his sneers at the diasporan Shevchenko studies: 
Zibtani pratsi v piaty tomakh (Kyiv: Naukova dumka, 1965), 
II, 310-312.
23. Articles on Iurii Darahan, Evhen Malaniuk, Olena Teliha 
and Oksana Liaturyns'ka in Zrub, 153-183.
24. Zrub, 194-199, 200-204.
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Yurii Lawrynenko, Iosyp Hirniak, and Mykola Herus, a writer, editor and producer of Ukrainian programs, as 
well as adviser and assistant manager of Ukrainian and Belarusian programming for Radio Liberty. From 1959 
to 1966, Lawrynenko worked at the Ukrainian desk of Radio Liberty, where he authored and hosted two series of 
programs.
a group of poets who came to the United States as 
children or young teenagers, and eventually called 
themselves not the Kharkiv but the New York 
Group? He devoted separate articles to most of us,25 
and loyally supported us in the face of ridicule and 
scorn by other critics of his own generation. There 
are several reasons for this. The most obvious is 
that he enjoyed the presence of young and fairly 
talented people, feeling rejuvenated in their 
company. He also welcomed the birth of a group 
of nineteen-year-old poets in New York which even 
other national diasporas envied—the Polish journal 
Kultura in Paris favorably compared us to a group 
of young Polish poets in London,26 and an emigre 
Russian critic in conversation with me unhappily 
noted that the youngest Russian poet in New York 
was nearing fifty. While welcoming such an event in 
itself, Lawrynenko almost imperceptibly attempted, 
both in print and in conversation, to point us in the 
“right" direction. When I published a deliberately 
“prosy" poem in free verse, he gently asked me why 
people write such stuff. In another conversation he
25. Two articles on Iurii Tarnavs'kyi, one each on Emma 
Andiievs'ka, Patrytsiia Kylyna, Bohdan Boichuk and Bohdan 
Rubchak. Zrub, 253-307..
26. Jozef Lobodowski, “Mlody las na obczyznie,” Kultura,
10, 1960, 50-57.
pointed out to me, with a smile, that in his youth 
Bazhan looked like an eagle and I look like an 
owl. This, I must admit, hurt me, until I carefully 
examined some photographs of young Bazhan and 
calmed down—it was only in Lawrynenko's oneiric 
memory that the poet appeared as that noble bird.
Lawrynenko's articles on members of the 
New York Group are much more prescriptive 
than descriptive. What is more, if we had taken 
our mentor's instructions to heart, we would have 
stopped writing altogether. After justly praising 
Emma Andiievs'ka's original use of language, 
Lawrynenko proceeds to draw rather forced 
parallels between her unique work and Iohansen, 
Tychyna and Bazhan (Zrub, 262). A chunk of the 
article on her is devoted to an impatient attack on 
surrealism, with which Andiievs'ka's work actually 
has very little in common (Zrub, 264). And then 
comes the metaphorical coda: “When a muddy 
influx from some other country enters the clear 
water of a native river, for a while the two streams 
flow next to each other, but soon they blend into 
a dirty gray current. I see two such streams in 
Andiievs'ka's present work. I want to believe with 
all my heart that the dirty inflow will drop its mud 
to the bottom" (Zrub, 266). So much for Tychyna's 
synthesis of native culture and Western modernism.
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Teodosii Os’machka (left) and Hryhorii Kostiuk. New Year’s Eve Party at Slovo, the Association of Ukrai-
nian Writers in Exile, Ukrainian Institute of America, 1959.
Lawrynenko had even more trouble with Iurii 
Tarnavs'kyi's poetry and prose, turning to it in two 
articles and several references in other texts. In one 
of these articles, after praising the writer's undeni 
able talent, he launched an assault against Sartre's 
existentialism, which admittedly had influenced 
the young Tarnavs'kyi, accusing it, and the writer 
himself, of pessimism, negativity, the adoration of 
death and night, the glorification of desolate lone 
liness (Zrub, 258-259)—in other words, motifs ex 
hibited not so much by existentialism as by good 
old Byronic romanticism, with a dash of later deca 
dence, from which Tarnavs'kyi is as distant as was 
Sartre himself. In his discussion of Tarnavs'kyi's 
collection with the ironic title Idealizovana biohrafi ia 
(Idealized Biography), Lawrynenko congratu 
lates the poet for refusing to substitute sex for 
the erotic, and proceeds to lecture him on the po 
etry of the Troubadours and—lo and behold—on 
the love lyrics of Volodymyr Sosiura (Zrub, 275).
Lawrynenko's love affair with the New York 
Group was based, as many love affairs are, on a 
series of misunderstandings. But it was a real love 
affair nonetheless. His warm, open heart, love 
of literature, and boundless love of life, became 
for us a bridge between the American streets of 
our daily lives and our dream of Ukraine. An 
other such close friend was the celebrated actor
Iosyp Hirniak. They were the last knights of the 
twenties, living embodiments of a glorious era.
Toward the end of his productive life, Law- 
rynenko found a new young lover—far less com 
plicated and more congenial than we were. I have 
in mind the poets of the sixties in Ukraine: Lina 
Kostenko, Iryna Zhylenko, Ivan Drach, Vitalii Koro- 
tych, Mykola Vinhranovs'ky. His article on them is 
a hymn, sung in full Neobaroque voice, to the true 
heirs of the twenties (Zrub, 308-324). And yet we 
find an incredible sentence in it: “They do not copy 
the poets of the executed renaissance. They are far 
removed from both the literariness of the neokliasyky 
and the ideological encumbrance of the romantics 
of vitaizm” (Zrub, 321). This single sentence hints 
at the possibility, with the rebirth of contemporary 
Ukraine, of Lawrynenko demythologizing his dis 
tant youth and thus cancelling, or at least drastically 
reducing, his displacement. He would have found, 
with us, that Iuliia is not Ahlaiia, and Serhii Zhadan 
is not Khvyl'ovyi. He would have shared with us 
our joys and disappointments with contemporary 
Ukraine. But illness and death did not permit this.
So we honor him as he was—a scholar, a critic, but 
first and foremost, a great writer and a loving heart.
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